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Arizona C0rp0raul0n Commission

DOCKETEDDocke t Control
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona  85007

our 12 2007

DOCKEYEQ BY

R N/
Re : Integra ted Resource  Planning - Comments  on StaHIR port

Gila  Rive r Powe r, L.P .
Docke t No. E-00000E-05-0431

Dear S ir or Madame:

Gila  Rive r P owe r, L.P . ("GRP ") p rovide s  the s e  writte n  comme nts  in  re s pons e  to
Commis s ion S ta ffs  Octobe r 2, 2007 S ta ff Re port on Compe titive  P rocure me nt Is s ue s  for the
Generic Inves tiga tion into Electric Resource  P lanning.

G R P  is  g e n e ra lly s u p p o rt ive  o f th e  O c to b e r 2 ,  2 0 0 7 ,  S ta ff R e p o rt  a n d  th e
recommenda tions  conta ined the re in. Howeve r, GRP would like  to note  a  correction to Page  l of
the  S ta ff Report, which fa iled to indica te  tha t GRP provided written comments  on June  l4> 2007.
A copy of GRP's  written comments  a re  a ttached here to.

GRP apprecia tes  the  opportunity to submit these  written comments , and looks  forward to
continued participa tion in this  collabora tive  e ffort to mee t the  needs  of Arizona  consumers .

S ince re ly,

\ J

P a trick J . Bla ck

Enclos ure
cc: Ba rba ra  Ke e ne , Commis s ion S ta ff

Re be cca  Turne r, Gila  Rive r P owe r, LP V.P . of Re gula tory Affa irs
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Patrick J. Black
Direct Phone: (602)916-5400
Direct Fax: (602)916-5600
pblack@fclawcom

Atta che d he re to ple a s e  find Gila  Rive r P owe r, L.P .'s  ("GAP ") writte n comme nts  in
response  to Commiss ion S ta ffs  April 26, 2007 Mee ting Notice perta ining to the  Commiss ion's
Resource Planning Workshops.

Dear S ir or Madame:

GRP  a ppre cia te s  the  opportunity to submit the se  writte n comme nts , a nd looks  forwa rd to
continue d pa rticipa tion in this  colla bora tive  e ffort to me e t the  ne e ds  of Arizona  consume rs .

Docke t Control
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 W. Wa shington S tre e t
P hoe nix, Arizona  85007

CC :

Enclosure

BY HAND DELIVERY

Ba rba ra  Ke e ne , Commiss ion S ta ff
Re be cca  Turne r, Gila  Rive r P owe r, LP  - V.P . of Re gula tory Affa irs

Rel Integra ted Resource  P lanning - Comments
Gila  Rive r P owe r, L.p
Docke t No. E-00000E~05-043 I

FENNEMORE CRAIG, p.c.
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600

Phoenix, Arizona 8501222913
(602)9165000

June 14, 2007

S ince re ly,

P a trick J . Black

Arizona Cormmrauorz Commission

DOCKETED

Law Offices
Ph()¢nix (602)916-5000
Tucson (520) 879-6800
Nogales (520)28 I -3480
Las Vegas (702)692-8000
Denver (303)29l-3200
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Responses to Staff's Specific Questions:

Q. What should be the primary objectives of a resource planning process?

A. A collaborative forum for utilities, regulators and market stakeholders to
review load growth projections and expected seasonal peak demands for a
defined planning horizon, identify all resource technologies available or
expected to be available during the planning horizon, develop and/or review
fief forecast(s) for each resource type and develop and/or review expected
environmental cost and risk factors for each resource type. This information
is subsequently used to develop a set of least cost, risk adjusted, resource
portfolios that reliably meet the capacity and energy needs of the defined
planning horizon. These resource portfolios form the basis for a "market
solicitation" process, with the preferred resource plan reflecting the actual
economics of market alternatives.

Q. To what extent, if any, should a Commission decision "accepting" or
"approving" a plan (or part of a plan) be regarded as a finding of "prudence"
/'n subsequent rate cases?

A. Assuming that the Commission requires and approves a set of standards and
procedures to ensure market solicitations are conducted in a fair, unbiased
and equitable fashion, non~utility resource alternatives identified through the
resource planning process (as described above) and acquired through the
market solicitation, should be regarded as a prudent utility decision in
subsequent rate case proceedings. In the event the utility provides a self-
build alternative and that self-build alternative is selected for the least cost
resource portfolio, the economic attributes of the self-build alternative must
be treated on a comparable basis to that of  third-party proposals.
Specifically, the Commission should disallow, as imprUdent, any costs not
specifically included in the utility's self-build proposal. Any other treatment
of these costs will tilt the "competitive" playing field in favor of the utility,
degrading market confidence and may ultimately underscore the deterioration
of wholesale competition in the state of Arlzona.

Q- What time limits, if any, should apply to the Commission's processing of a
resource plan ?

A. The collaborative approach to developing the portfolio of least cost resource
alternatives coupled with a Commission. requirement that future resource
needs must be procured through a well-defined competitive solicitation
process should reduce Commission processing time.

Q- How frequently should a utility be required to file a resource plan?

A. The resource planning process should be conducted at least once every three
years and should culminate with the development of a portfolio of least cost
resource plans.

Q- How can a resource planning process be developed that takes info account
changes that occur between I7/ings?
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A. A portfolio of resource plans that evaluate least cost alternatives under
various conditions better allow the utility to react to changes that may occur
between the resource planning processes. For example, a high NG price
forecast may produce a resource plan that support the high "fixed" cost of
solid fuel technologies, conversely, a moderate NG price forecast may support
the addition of combined cycle alternative to meet the utility's future base
load needs. The development of the portfolio of resource plans should be
predicated on key assumptions, such as the fixed cost for resource additions,
fuel forecast and the cost and risk of future environmental legislation. In this
way, the utility positions itself to proactively address market and/or legislative
changes.

Q. Should resource plans include a short term "action plan" (such as the time
between Filings of resource plans) in which the utilities could obtain more
direct Commission direction and/or approval for certain critical items that
must be decided in the short term?

A. Certainly, plans ro procure resource needs for years 1 through 5, as identified
through the IP process, should be addressed by the utility through an action
plan. This action plan should include the set(s) of resources identified by
technology type and should include a risk assessment to address how market
or legislative changes may impact the economics of the selected resource
plan. The action plan should also include timelines for the competitive
procurement process, as well as a timeline for utility self-build alternatives, if
applicable.

Q, What role should DSM play in the resource planning process?

A. No Comment.

Q- How should risk managementbe factored into the decision making process?

A. Utility resource additions, whether through a PPA structure, acquisition or
self-build alternative, should be weighed and balanced against any future risk
associated with the resource addition. This may include the probability and
Impact of fuel price volatility as well as the cost to mitigate such risk; may
include the impact on the technology choice of future environmental or other
legislative changes; may include counterparty risk impacts, and, may include
schedule and cost overrun risk of self-build alternatives. In each case, the
risk should be quantified as a dollar impact and objectively factored in during
the IP process.
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